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ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) .
Ml -H D - 00F
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See Attachment A
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Paye2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This farm rmusl be sighed by OME or more owners of an undivided intarest of at least §1% in the lot or parcel for
which such protesl is filad, such interest being not meraly an easement. A lanant under a leasa which has a
remaining larm of ten yeers or longar shall be deemed an “owner for purposes of Ihis prolesl. Whei lhe awner ol
an eligible prolest sile is a lagal entitiy olhet thana person or persons, tha prolest pelilion shall be signad by the
duly authorized afficer(s) ol such lagal entlty. When such legal eniily l= a homeowner's associalion, the protest
pelillon shall be signed by the duly authorized ofiicer(s) of such assockatlon, or, in Yieu thereol, by 51% of the
members of the assoclalion.

PRNTNAME oo | LU D ?Qggﬂ%m#%@%
AOFESSAE , Eyvdevno Y- Qaﬁrrrfpgg,[[ é}f ‘:%PC?{%%E
SIGNATUHE[NntﬂrLEBj) j '14% )_ Dﬁ%-@“‘lri@

| :z:;::m Mi chce] E(} () LMo __ *?Eﬁffﬂphliﬂ%m;rf%{%@;ﬁ _
slaNATUHﬁEE::; ) MDV (‘,&mpmm ﬂ%@?//;';;;f%z

PRINT NAME / DAYTIME
. |TELEPHONE #

ADDRESS CiTY STATE 2IPCODE
SIGNATURE {Motarlzed) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEFHQMNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notat [zed) DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME

TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZiPCODE
SIGHATURE (Notarized) DATE

Lze separate sheet |f necessany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3455 FOR AN AP PLICATION AFPOINTMENT.
Zuedag PIotsLpraS Sk Rxtion Mo, SR200




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

counryor_ G AR )

L. (e who proved to me on the basis of
smtisfactory evidenceto be the persen{s) whaose name(s) isfare subgcribed bo the within instroment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfhex/their authotized capadty(ics), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behaif of which the
pecson(e) acted, execufed the instrument. -

On___ qhﬂ ( ° before me, H h: wctb , MNatary Public, personally appearsd

1 certify under PBNALTY OF IERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoi
paragraph is true and correct, :

M. §. LUCIO
ghy  Commisslon # 1794410 -
i polary Public - Calllomia 2

1a Clara Counly
San 3012

STATE OF CALIFORMIA )
} o osa
COUNTY OF )
Cn before me, , Motary Public, personally appeared

_ who proved to me on the basis of
salisfactory evldenceto be the person(s) whose namels) isfare subscribed to the within instrament and
ackmowledged o me thathefshefthey exembed the same in hisfherfthelr authorized capacity{ies}, and
that by hisfherftheir signaturefs) on the insirument the peraon{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph ls true and correck.

WITHMESS my hand and official seal,

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest — and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

. Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jase's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Dir ntradicts City of Campbell ambrian 36 I

Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In Qctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivacal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3 Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning., On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost, The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resclved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 becanse i does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient, Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

b, Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legaily inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complebe on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrasbructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to inclide new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as Jack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B}.
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PageX ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be sighed by ONE or more ownars of an undividad erest of al least 51% inihe ok ar parcel for
which such protest s filed, such Interest being not meraly an easemant. Alanant under a leasa which has &
remaining tarim of fan years or longer ehall ba deemed an "ownear® for purposes of this pratest. YWhen the owner of
an eligible protest slis is a lagal entiliy olher than & person or persons, the pralast petilion shall be slgned by tha
duly authotized officer(s) ol such legal entity. When such tagal enilly is 8 homeowners aszociallon, he prolesl
pelilion shall be signed by the duly suthorized oHicar{s) of such associalion, or, in isu thareaf, by 31 2 nflha
meambers of the assaciation.
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
Al Fapsc C. O KOZCO TELEPHONE£40B~ 557 6850
ADDRESS CImy STATE ZIFCODE
Sy SALERME 04, CAMPLELC CA. G000 8
SIGNATURE {Notarized) ﬁ? DATE
& ) 7/ d,':;/ I Ze)
PRINT HAR DAYTIME f N
}; nf,@r"f GLlgniny Ofto2 CO TELEPHONE# Gof s59 L8O
ﬂDDHEE‘g . CIY STATE P GODE
7 SArLElnb Y CALPEEle CA $O0Y
5IGMATURE (Motarlzad} : CATE .
PRINTNAME 7 [ DAYTIME
TELEFHORE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFPCODE
SIGNATURE {Motatized) _ DATE
PRINTHAME RAYTIME
TELEPHUONE #
ADDRESS CImyY STATE FIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notar|zed) DATE
PRINT NAME OAYTIVE
TELEFHOWE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
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ANDAESS Iy STATE ZIFCODE
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PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (108) 535-3655 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTM ENT.
Zoning PiokALpINASHApRE Ray, Giang



STATE OF CALIFCRMNIA

COUNTY OB A - )

Dnﬁ%/_ﬁ%g_, before me, i Motary Publie, personally appeared
o (Yeatan (D;!uﬂﬁzd.r{) , who proved to me on the basis of

4@ Iisfact{';r}r evidence 1o he the person(s) whbse name(s) i6fare subscribed bo the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instmment the personfs), or the eniity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PANALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

-

Motary Public

STATE CEF CALIFORNIA

)
COUNTY QT S&Mﬁi @/@Mﬂ.ﬁ ; >
Dn%ﬂ’?—!fg{j_;

l
et V{8 une g LN ;'J

#a91 7) Notary Public, personally appeared

L : wha proved to me on the basis of
sadsfactory evidenceta be the person 5) whose name Y isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorzed capacity{les), and
that by hisfherftheir signahure(s) on the instrament the person{s), or the entily upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrement.

2010 me,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragraph is true and comrect.

WITNESS my hand and officlal seal.

X . JAMES
£ 13 Commission # 1733376

* A wintary Public - Callfernl
A QLmb yali %ﬁ%ﬂe}" e} GG sunio Clota County ¥

Notary Public My Cormm, Bl AL 20,2011

WI43T
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest — and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning®) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in eonjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to ~ the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
tnincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 6.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directl i ity of Carmpbell and Cambrian 36 Pigper

Qwners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilaieral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property nwners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbeil. In Ocicber of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chire, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners” interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city, The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

a Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property, My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s infended annexation that will result

from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost, The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does nof meet
fhe criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375 3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis pf Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the propesed zone will compare with whatuses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me fo understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Envirpnmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environumental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2620
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nar acairate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need ta be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Cade § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

i Public Hearing Notice Viclated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Plannirig Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA.
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval, Assuch, the Planning
Commissior’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more awnets of &an undivided interest of at least 51% in the ot or parcel for
which such protestisliled, such Inlerasl being not meraly an sasoment. Atenani under alease which has a
remalining torm of lon ysars or longer shall be deemed an “owner* for purposes of (s prolest. When the owner of
an eligibls protest sile is a legal entitiy olker ihan a parson or pergons, the prolast poatilion shell be signed by the
duly aulhiorized oificer(s) of such iegal antiy. When such lsgsl entify s 8 homeowner's mszoclallon, fhe protest
ratifion shall bs signed by the duly aulhorized officer(s) of such ass ackallon, or, In liew therecof, by 51% af thae
membars ofihe essoclation.
PRINTH 5? DAYTIME
8 ?i-}gm s MHEslores ELepHONER OB~ 858 760 2L
ADDHEEE? . 1TY = 2}‘ gDD
80 Spccane ppgie. Gy 20
SIGNATURE (Notarize M ' DA £ 5&4’ ‘! 2
PRINT NAME - v } T DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIENATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DANYTIME
TELEFHOMNE#
ADDRESS Ciry STATE ZIPGODE
SIGHATURE (Motarlzecd) ) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS Y STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) : DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS T BTATE ZIFCOLE
SIGMATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NARME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS cmyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Motarlzed) DATE
Useseparale sheet i necassary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {4046) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFPCINTMENT.

2l Protest prnESApplicalion By, BRR200E




STATE OF CALIFORMIA

)
COUNTY OF 9_,%:\15\ QQ@UL’ :'; -

L5
Cn %E‘\V & {F %Ei{ g before me,&%ﬁ Notary Public, personally appeared
[i_.r’i fao O A g A , who proved io me on the basis of
satisfactory evidencelo be the pé‘rsm-. whose namels) lsfase-subscribed to the within instrament and
acknowledged to me that he/sheftheyexecuted the same in higfhasfthelr anthorized capacity(idg), and
that by hisfhﬂx}ﬂaeir-sipamre@(nn the instrument the pﬂ-snn{é}; or the entity upon behalf of which the

persuntsxacted, execnted the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJUIRY pnder the laws of the State of California that the foregaing
patagraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

CIANE M, JAMES
Commission # 1733374

i { § R%a"sly] Nolary Pubiic - Calilemia
.!C"QZ%J’, ; 7 Qﬁ (22 {Seal) Yy’ _Sanla Clara County =
Notary Public (/ My Cornem. Expleae A 20,2011
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF 3
On before me, , Notary Publie, personally appeared

___ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidende-to be the person(s) whose vame(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrumenk and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized cap aciby(ies), and
thatt by higfher/thelr signature(s) on the insrument the person{s), or the entity npon hehalf of which the
peesons) acted, executed the instroment,

I certify under PANALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
patagraph is true and correck.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Motary Tublic

2019437101
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I pratest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny - the praposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon armexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference (o the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with - and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcelsin
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose,

2. Prezoning Direcly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36— an effort which directly coniradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property cwners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which re ceived preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chireo, cifing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-gnnexaiion), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 proparty owners' interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
tmequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket inta our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Properiy. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultina downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currenfly provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Goverrment Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b){6).

4, Analysis of Prezoning ficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with whatuses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
dengittes etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As suich, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA, Environumental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA*™). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Envirenmental Impact Report (“EIR”} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- mare than 16 years aga - and is nof current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need fo be prepared in order o include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal, Code Regs § 15162,

. Public Hearine Notice Violated City and State Notice Requiretnents, MNaotce for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is rull and veid and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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Flanning, Bullding end Coda Enfarcement
=00 East Santa Clara Stresl

San Josadé, CA B5113-1905

1l (408} 535-3565 Tax (408) 202-6055
Wahslte: wwaw.sanjoseca.goviplaoning

CABITAL OF SILICOR VALLEY

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER GOUNGIL
DISTRICT _
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DMTE ——
- PLAN &y
REZGNING FILE NUMBER -

r ADDRESS OF PROFERTY BEING

PROTESTED __ 1034 Salrage DO
x AGSESSORS PARCELHUMBER{S)
Hrof ~o s 250

AEASOM OF FROTEST
Qee Attachment A

| protast ihe propaged rezaning becausa

\Use separale sheet i necassary
/ The property in which | own an uncivided interast of ai least 51%, and on bahalf of which his protest i being lllad,

is silualed at: (descHbe properly by eddrass and Assasser's Parcel Numbar)

J03+4_ S alerdo B C.zﬁvv‘lf@e,ﬂ Con asoot
AdA T e o5 ©S0

_ and Is now zoned R1-8 pistrict, {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided Inlerest which | ownin the property descrlbed in ihe statemant abova 15 &:

x m Faa Inleresl {ownarship)

] Leasshold Intersst which explres on

[1 Other: explain}

PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoivog Punlest proBS)AppEcaiin R, EAMD0R




Page?2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or mora GWnars ol an undivided interest of al least §1% in ke lot ar parcal tar
which such protestis filed, such interest being nat marely a0 easement. Atenant under a leass which has a
rernaining term ¢l ten years or langer shall be deamad an "owrer {or purposes of ihis protest. When Lha awner of
an gligible protest site is a lagal aniltiy olher than a perscn of parsotis, iha protest petilon shall be signed by the
duly aulhorized officar(s) of such tagal anlity. When such lagal anlily s a homeaowner's associalion, lha prolest
puiillon shail be slgned By ihe duly aulhorized cfficer(s) of such assockallon, or, in liau thereal, by 51% ofthe
mernbers ofthe assoclalion.
Fal
PHINTNAMF i /f— DAYTIME
- Uk ‘ﬁj jﬂ&fﬂ AN TELEPHONE # %’J? fﬁ&"?ﬁb }
ADDRESS f CITY STATE ZIPCODE
/"j‘g’f{ Sﬂ'.”-ﬂﬂdﬂnﬁﬂ 4 ﬂnuﬁ&” C.a G Soof
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) / ) f //“/ ' DA';;
A ~A7-70
PRINTNAME o - DAYTIME
T merna ] tompsar TELEPHONE# 408 626-7306
ADDRESS ! CITY ST(A\TE zlcs CODE
3 - £ £ 050 B pﬂgmn Hﬁf.! l A Soolk
SIGNATURE (Natarlxed) MW‘) DATE L~ I - datd
PRINT NAME | T ) DAYTINE
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciry STATE 2IPCO DE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
PRINT MAME Ay TiME
TELEFHOME #
ADDHESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized} DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME#
ADDARESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRIMTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHDWNE#
ADDRESS oy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) DATE
Usa suparate sheatif necessary

PLEASE CALL THE AFP OINTMEMT DESK AT (408) 535-3055 EOR AN APPLICATICN APPOINTMENT.
Poding Bralnat pmESiEReEon Pav. G208



STATE QF CALIFORMIA 1

COUNTY OF _SAurn CLeen )

On SEPT. &1 2010 heforeme, Doty Krm __, Notary Pablic, personally appeared

COENS TIPS &) IMELR TUpmPSEAs  who proved tome on the basis of
satlsfactory evidence-to be the person(s} whaose name(s) gfire yubscribed to the within instrument an
acknowledged to me that he/sheffhey Seecuted the same in hisrher/ Wiz gnihorized capeacity{jes), and
that by his}hﬂfamre[s} o The Insrument the pegson{s), or the entify upon belalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

T DOM KL
WITNESS my hand amyl official seal. £ Commigslon # 1808013
! ] Holary Publle - Calllarnta :
i ¥ Sanla Glara Gounty <
l QIR o Copm, Explres bug 3, 2012

/Jotar:.r Public

STATE CT CALIFORNIA

COUMNTY OF

On before me, _, Notary Public, personally appeared
, who proved to me on the hasis of
sakisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose ramels) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey exeruted the same in hisfherftheir autherized cap aciby{ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
pereon(s) acted, executed the instrument,

1 ceriify under PENALTY OF PRRJURY wnder the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITINESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Motary Public

201%4370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST AFPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezening of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite fo - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3} of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unineorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose,

2., Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Camphell and Cambrian 36 Properéy
Qwners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners fo annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Camphbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(cancerning de-arnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambtian 36 remains
unequivocal, As recenily expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter t the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the conérary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
daoes not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has nof provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
srban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meekt
the criteria set forth in Government Cade § 56375.3(b)6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Ingufficient, Staff has not provided a sufficient |
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County |
zoning. For example, ithas not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional |
uses in the proposed zone will compare with whatuses are carrently allowed under my :
property’s existing zoning, Nar has it provided a comparison of Hoor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me [o understand and

evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmenial review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”™). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“ETR”™) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more thar 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes inurban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent FIR would need to be prepared in brder to include new
information since the certification date. Abthe very mirimum, en addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission Auigust 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as Jack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20,120.030(B).
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_SéN JQé_E . CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAFNTAL OF SILICON YALLEY Plannlng, Bu'lding and Code Enforcement
200 East Sanla Clara Street

San Jdosé, CA 95113-1805

tel {308) 535-36E6 fax (408) 202-6055

Wabsite: wwwi.aanjoseca goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING STAFF

FILE NUMBER ‘ COUNCIL
| DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN .
REZONINGFILE NUMBER "

1-4¥

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
(PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE)

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED 165 2}7&?’!&@&. Dy, G‘iw—f);m,ﬂ/t; Cp_ Gy

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S)
175~ ~=0f 7

REASON QF PROTEST
See Attachment A

| protest the proposed razoning because

Use separate shestif necessary

The properiy in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and an behalf of which ihis protest is belng filed,
is situated at: {degcribe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

1169 Shemn Rece. Drwes | Compbell G 7500 %
“)4-0p1- OI'F

and Is now zonad R1-8 , District. {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the propirty described in the statementabove is a;
&/ Fes Interest fownarship)
|:| Leasehold interest which expires on

[:l Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (40B) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zowlrgy Protest pdrsrhpndcallon Rey. G200
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

SIGNATURE(S) OF PROTESTANT(S)

which such protestis filad, such interest being
remaining term of tan years of longer shall be
an sligible protest site is a lagal entity othar than a person or persons,
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such lagal entity is a homeownar's association, the protest
netition shall be signad by the duly authorized afficer{s) of such association, or, in lieu thereaf, by 51% ofthe
members of the association.

This farm must be signad by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51 % in the ot or parcal for
not merely an easernent. A tenant under aleasa which has a
deemad an "owner” for purposss of thig protest. Whan the owner of
iha protest petition shall be signed by the

PN e . KhASRsU (

DAYTIME

R Eponee FOS8~S2H Ko Tw

dso7o

9 Uk fUD S Siedoan O

SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATEG) _ 27 2ef O
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME N
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzad) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
. TELESHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE {Notavized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE {(Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheetif necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOA AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zewiiwg Froies| pmsApgdicallon Fay. 2000




STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

COUNTY OF 5!\5] |E ﬂqu ) )

@

Cn q(lm (o - pefore me, H ‘] . wa{} » Notary Public, personally appeared
- — who proved to me on the basis of
salisfactory evidence-to be the personis} whose name(s) lsfare subseribed to the within instroment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey exeented the same in hisfherftheir anthorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their slpnafure(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the nskrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is lrue and correct,

e K. 3. LUCIO
*‘;-, Comrmleslon # 1798411

WITNESS my hghd and official seal ‘ AL _r.;g Nolary Public - Califarala ¥

A

fan'e Clara Counly
22,2012

STATE OB CALIFORNIA )
] ss
COUNTY QF )
Cn before me, . Notary Public, personally appeared

- who proved to me on the basis of
satsfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed fo the within instrument and
acknowledpged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacityfies), and
that by higfherfthelr sighature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrament.

I cectify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the lzwy of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

21543701
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NT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initjated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for St ined Annexation Without Pr

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with - and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commaonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of 5an Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Qwners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiabed by the City

of 5an Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 3& property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed ifs staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal, As recenfly expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Camipbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3 i i i i ill Not Benefit 10 . My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result

from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currenily provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it ia capable of meeting the standard of services that we carrently receive.
Furthermore, if has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b){(6).

4. . Staff is of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff hasnot provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparisen of floor area ratios and
Jensities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, jt is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Yiolates A. Envirenmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Envirenmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
Ceneral Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - mote than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial imporfance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.}. As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need fo be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. Af the very minimum, an addendurn o the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Nolice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Plannirig Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 26 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Coundil’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030().




CIrY OF 8 =i

| SAN _]OS CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILKCOMN VALLEY _ Pianning, Bullding and Code Enforcament
204 East Santa Clara Strest

San José, CAB5113-1205

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (108) 292-6055

Wehslte: www.sanjoseca.goviplanning

COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD# . ZONING GENERAL DATE

BY.

FILENUMBER

REZONING FiLE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTYEEING . 5 ' N -
PROTESTED . S NA) Buamesce Dr. Canvse CA G500
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) Lt

Jid-2l—0d - O

REASON OF PROTEST
Sec Attachment A

| protast the proposed rezonlng becauss

Use saparale shaet if necessary

The propaty inwhich | own én undivided interes! of at leasl 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situaled at: (descHie properdy by address and Assossor's Parcel Number)

I SHIm Rocy. DR, C4MPBELL €4 FSO0E
1A - - O -2 O

and is now zoned R1-8 District. {in Santa Clara County)

The undivicded Intarest which | @wn in the proparly described in the statement above s a:
FeaInterest (ownership)
I:[ Leasehold inierest which expires an

[[] Other: fexplatn)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Forig Pinfasl pmBS Akt Rev. BRI




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This torm mus! be signed by GNE or mare owners of an undivided intetest of at least 5% in the lot or parce! lor
which such profestis fited, such inlorest béing not reraly an sasament. A lenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer sh all by desmad an "awner for purposes of this protast. When tha owner of
gn eligikle proiest site is a lagal enliliy oiher {han @ pereon of parsens, the protest pailion shall be signed by the
duly authorlzed officer(s) of such lagal entity. When such legal antily is 2 homsaowner's associallon, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorlzed officer{s) of <uch assoclation, ar, in lleu thereof, by $1% otthe
membars of Ihe assaciation, :

PRINTN ' DATTIME —
! AMEPA‘T'E 1l Ky A TELEPHONE#@CE’) 3691125
RDDHF?S‘? | SHamBocgy TR CAMggELu < 4 HE g SZ'LP:‘SDDQDE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) /é;‘%,—( DATEG) 200 201 O
PRINT NAME . ; DAYTIME

%fk#lf\ leemn ‘K ) .5 TELEPHDNE#@ET{) 369-H2S

ADDHESS 14/ 51?*‘954 Df’: C;?fﬁfgg;ﬁ C‘,&ATE 9@%@
SIGNATURE (Notartzed) iézﬂ ! : D‘”E?, AR AV

PRINT NAME DAYTIME
' TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS onyY STATE ZIFGODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) _ DATE
PRINTHNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
BIGNATURE (Motar|zad) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed} DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
AODRESS cny STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

Useseparets sheet il necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APFOINTMENT.

Zooog ks L pmisS) A pbcatlen Py, AF2/2008



STATE OF CALIFORMIA )

COUNTY OF éﬁNTﬂ LUk )

&

Cn q{?/%f . before me, “ -6- L —_ Notary Public, personally appeared

' L who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s} igfarssnbseribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/B1EP exeaited the same in hisfherftheipauthorized capacityiies), and
that by hisfher{fiieirdignahire(s) on the instrument the persen(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personfs) acted, execoted the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph {6 true and correct. ‘ —

M. 5. LUCIC

Comimiason # 1796411
WITNESS my hand and official seal. CGagapyy Holaty Public - Callfornle £
it fanta Clara Counly z
£2,2012
(Seal)
ary Priblic
STATE QF CALIFORNIA )
1 es
COUNTY CF )
Cn before me, ; tlotary Public, personally appeared

» who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name{s) isfare subscribed o the within instrament and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized caparityfies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, execnted the instrumeni.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph iz hue and correct.

WITHESS my hand and official seal,

{Geal)

Motary Pullic

20134 3710.1



CITY OF

| SANJOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

Flarning, Suilding and Codde Enforcement
200 Egst Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1505

tel {40%) B5-3555 fax (408) 202-6055
wabslle: www.sanjoseca.goviplanning

CAFITAL OF S1LI00M WALLEY

FILE NUMBER ' .

DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
- PLAN oy
REZONING EILE MUMBER -

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY B
¥ |proTESTED

ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S
'42" o /- o &G - 4_?4:}:. iy -01-05 3

REASONOF FROTEST
See Attachment A

| prolest the proposed rezoning because

Useseparate shest if necessary

The propseriy I which | own an undivided interest ol at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protes s bsing thed,
ls situaled &1; {descifbe property by adtdress and Assessors Parcal Number)

Y 76 stsmrock DR 1200 Shangpock By

Chpnplell [ TLOOP
Uiy -0l — 08 |, 414,007 OS2

and Is now zoned R1-8 Distict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undiviced inlerest which | own in The proparly described In the statepnent abova is a:

Y % Fae interast {ownership)

|:| Laasehold interes! which expires on

[1 other: fexpratn)

DLEASE CALL THE APFCINTMENT DESK AT {40B) 535-35 55 FOR AN APPLICATION APPCINTMENT.
Zang ProtesL nBEME plcalion Ray, G2R00E




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must ba signed by ONE or more owners of an undividad interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcal for
which such prolestis litad, such intetest being nol maraly an easemant. A fenantunder a lease which has 2
ramairing 1arm oflen years or longer shall ba deemad an "owner* for purpoesas of this protesl. When the owner of
an eliglble protest sita is a lagal enliliy olher than a person or persons, the prolesl pelllan shall be signed by the
duly authorlzed afficet (s} of such lagal anfily. When such lsgal enlily Is 8 homeownar's assaclation, the prolest
peiition shall be sigred by Ihe duly authorized officer{s) of such association, or, inlisu tharaofk, tiy 514 of the
meamters of the associalion,

DAYTIME & g —

: VINGENT  MORED weoer 57/ 7025~
KOS 30%  SHpmeock e Cprpbelf T 7o
SIGNATURE {Motatized) 7 M Ao o v DATE g /ﬁ 7 /,fﬂ
A i pes, aed 87/ 7021

PRINT MAME

ADDRESS CITY STATE IF CODE
(28l SHArROC De [ [ e e ad ]
SIGNATURE {Motarlzed DA
e e e ares. [N 24 o, G/a7/10
PRINT NAME { DAYTIME / 7
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {(Nolar|zed) . DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE (Notarzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CImyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Usa saparate sheetil nacessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 525-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
2ok Prolagpmés/Appicalion Ay, GRA00




STATE CF CALIFOENIA

LS.
COUNTY OF St Chorns }

On AT{#PI0  petoreme, /Mw W Notary Public, personaliy appeared

VL‘ Al hetrte Morads fMona » who proved to me on the basis of
salsfactory evidence-to he the person(s) whnsecﬁ’ame{s} ¥ifare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that l)ﬂsljéfrhey exeqited the samein l}ié;’},,e'r.l’ their authorized capacity{ies), and
that by Il;fsjh,érftl-teir signature(s) on the instrument the pecsenis), or the entity wpen behalf of which the
person(s} acied, executed the insbrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California Fhat the foregoing
paragraph is true and cotreck.

HWARIA PEPPER
COMM, 81813285

— N z

e Notary Public - Collfornla 3

official seal. Z Sama Clara Gounty =
. ep. 16, 2012

(Seal)
MNutacy Public
STATE CF CALIFORNIA : )
. o) ss
COUNTY OF ]
Cn e PEFOTE MR, ; Nokaty Public, personally appeared

. who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they execoted the same in hisfherftheir avthorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherfthelr signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personis} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify vnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the Stabe of California that the foregeing
paragraph s true and corract.

WITHESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Matary Tublic

294370,
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 becanse it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3({b)(6.

4, Staff Analyzig of Prezoning is nsufficient. Staff has not provided a sutficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of foor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming, As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Envirgnmental Review pf Prezoning Viplates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA™). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General FPlan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complefe on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accirate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that wae not known and could not have been knewn at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (suich as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructare ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in prder to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIIL is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

A Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public heating on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refuised to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendaticn is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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| OS CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAVITAL DF STLIGCN ALLEV Fianming, Buliding and Code Enforcement
200 Eaat Santa Clara Sirest

Sen Josd, CAR6113-1005
tel {408} 535-3655 fax {40 B) 202-6055
wabslle; wway.sanjosesa.goviplanalng

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

COUNCIL

FILE NUM
DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
- PLAN By

REZONIMG FILENUMEER -

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING;

PROTESTED | L {{ Sham ]‘?ﬁ'(’,k FDF_

ASSESS) RS PARCELNUMBER(S)

14 -0 107

REASOMOFPROTEST

| protest the proposéd rezonlng becauss See Attachment A

Usa separatoshesl ifnecessary

The propetty inwhich | own an undivided Inlarest of at loas! 1%, end on behalt of which this protest is balng filed,
is siluated at: {describe proparly hy addross and Assassor's Parcel Number)

120 Shameget DN
AT 0P

. and ) now zoned R1-8 pistrlet. {in Santa Clara County)

The undlvidad interast which | own in ihe properiy describad intha slatement above is a:

[[] Feelnterast jownership)

E_ Leasehold intaresl which explres an “ ] t_/1 E S

[1 oOther: fexplain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zaring Protesk pmESAplimiion Ry, iapos




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form mus! be sighar by ONE ar more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% In tha lot or paicel for
which such protestis filed, such interest being nal merely an sasement. & lenant under a lease which has a
romaliing lerm offen years or longsr shall be deamed an "owner” for purposes of this prolesl When the awner of
an eflgibie protest site is a legal enlitiy other than a person of parsons, the prolest pelilion shall be signed by Ihe
duly aulhorized officerfs) of such legal enfity. When such lagal eality s a horneownet's asgocialion, the protest
petition shall bs sianed by lhe duly aulhorized officar(s) of such assoclallan, or, in lfiau thereo, by $1% ofthe
membars of lhe associalion.
j
PRINTNAM { DAYTIME
j)ﬁ‘ﬂf—h L (.:?E’D [“ﬁi D TeLEPHONE # {08 <37 7 —Le) 5§
ADDHESF (FITY ST&TE_ éleD?
1210 Shaumroc “I\tf - Hmm;ﬂhp.f( f_
SIGNATUEE(&utarIzed] %/m é[/ y——
ZAP A 507 ke, -37-/0
PRINTHAME Rl =y Jf 4 DAYTIME
TELEFHOMNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE
FRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOWE #
ADDAESS : CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Matarlzed) _ DATE
FPRINTHAKE DAY TIME
TELEPHOME#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFPCODE
SIGMNATLUIAE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME ' DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS Iy STATE Z2IPCODE
SIGHNATURE {Notar|zed) ' DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS CITy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHNATURE (Motarized) DATE
Use saparate sheet if nacessary

PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APFLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoriieg ProlespmESAppioalion Rm, BR202008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
Y oss
county or Saute Clarvg 3
on_ - 277~ w before me, Mchelle Anfono unct: Notary Public, personally appeared
. Plana L reordo pyl , who proved to me on the basis of

satsfactory evidence-to be the persun‘(s} wﬁuse'name{sj igfare—subscribed o the within fnstrurment and
acknowledged to me that kefshe/rey executed the same in béstherftheirauthorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signaturefa}-on the instument the person{siror the entity upen behalf of which the
person(gkacked, execnted the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph 18 true and. correct.

RIGHELLE ANTONDWIGZ
Commission # 1851829
Notary Publlc - Galllrrnla 2
Sanla Clara Gounly
Comm, Expiras Jun 1, 2013 &

WITNESS my hand and official seal,

RHA1

s
gi

Moy Public
STATE OF CALIFORNMIA )
1 s=a
COURTY OF
Cn before me, , Natary Public, persenally appearad

, who proved to me on fhe basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subzeribed Lo the within instrament amnd
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey exeruted the sarne in hisfher/their authorized capadity(ies), and
that by his/her/ftheir signature{s) on the insirument the person(g), ov the entily npon beh alf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the insfrement.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and corvect,

WITHMESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Motary Public

01943701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny - the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-018) ("Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to ~ the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (puisuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrtan 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City af Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambri Proper

Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a urdlateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners fo annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Joge staff. Councilmember fudy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city palicy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian 436
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
servioes received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}(6).

4. _ Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff hasnot provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoring. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area rafios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

h. Envirpnmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEOA. Enviratumental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastracture ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information gince the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the BIR. 15
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

o, Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission Augnst 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Cotincil’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120 030(B).
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, SAI}_I JOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF 5100 VALLEY Planning, Bullding end Cide Enfarcament
200 East Santa Clara Streef

San Jogé, CA 85113-1905

tel [A08) 535-3556 fax (408) 292-5055

Wabsile: www.szanjosecagoviplanning

FLENUMBER T TCOUNGIL
DISTRICT
QUAD# ZONING GENERAL DATE

AEZONINGFILENUMBER

ADDRESSOF PHGF ERTY BEIMNG

PROTESTED /%03 / 4-045 .{.1){25& fjlm#/ej/ 674 ‘?QZJJ?

ASSESSORS PAHCELN BEFI{S}
o) 4 - 7

REASONOF PFIDTEST
| protes! the proposed rezoning becauss See Attachment A

Usaseparate sheel f necessary

The prapery Inwhich | own an undivided Interest of af least 51%, aind on bahall of which this prote-st ie being filed,
is stiuated at; {deserlbe proparly by address and Asaessar's Parcal Numbar)

APNTE H oA -T4 =0T ) .
[Hld s LJRY CAMPBes/ CA P300S

and is now zoned R1-8 District. {(in Santa Clara County)

The undividad interesl which | own in the properly described in the statement aboveis a;

ﬁ Fee Intorest {ownarship)

[[] Leasehold interest which expires on

(] Other: fexplain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPQINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Fandn] ProlasLpmESATDErAen R, G108




Pege2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This farm rrust be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of i [east 51% in {he lot or parce! {or
which such protest Is filad, such inlerest being nol merely an sasament. A tenant under a loass which has a
rarnalning larm of ten years or longer shall be deemad an “owner" for purposes of this protest. Whenihe owner of
an eligible protast slte is & lagal antitiy other than a persan ar persons, the protest peliian shall bo signed by Lhe
duly autharized oflicer(s) of such legal srdity. ¥hen such legal entlty is & homeaowner's assoclalion, the proiast
pofilion shall ba slgned by the duly aulhorized officer{s) of such assaciation, or, in Yleu thereol, by 51% of the
mambers of the association.

PRV Sfeven Misich e eonE# G\ a0
DOAES ol ATE Z1IpC0aD
FELL Lars WAy Qam el en ™ dgak”
SIGN.?;WHE[NGEHZEQ} DATI;‘? . G*-o]-"_ d

L e
PRINTNAM —~ %\‘ " JGAYTIVE . :
E&.f;\?ﬁﬂ MLy / C—_/7/ TELEFHDNEgTA?E?f -fdz‘PL#?E
Thil g LUAY (. Amp hel O G5

SIGNATURE (Netarjf€d) D
7% g_,l-—‘vl-' /<

PRINT NAME N\’ A DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS J CITY STATE 2IPCOLE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE {Hotarlzed) DATE
PRINTWNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHOMNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized} DATE
FRINT MAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDAESS ChY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATLRE (Notar|zed) DATE

Use separaie sheel if nacessary

FLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT [408) 535-3555 FOR AN ARPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoohg ProlesL pmBE;RppEclion Ry, G208




STATE CF CALIFORMNIA i

countyor MR (A )

On 61 (‘W“ﬁ before me, MS* Ao » Notary Publie, personally appeared.

— m hﬁ[ﬁH _'HM&' Hﬁlfit - , who proved t0 me on the basis of
sutisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(sjtfare subsoibed fo the within instment and
acknowledged to me thathefshefthey exeouted the same indiB¥her/their anthorized capacity(ies), and
that bygigflRerftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the eniity upon behalf of which the
perscnfg) acted, executed the instument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is irve and correct.

M. 5. LI

; Commisslan # 17946411
WITNESS my hand and official seal. i P Holary Publlc - Califamnlg
gl S Sanla Ciara Counly 2
] wm.%wﬂz 2012 F
{Seal)
Koty Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) =
COUNTY OF )
On before me,  Notary Public, personally appeared

- who proved to me on the basis of
sutisfactory evidence-to be the personfs) whose name(s) {s/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged ko me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the nsnonent the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, execnted the inshmiment.

I cerfify imder PENALTY OF PERJUEY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITINESS my hand and official seal.

(5eal)

Motary Public

20194370.]
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria get forth in Government Code § 56375,3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient, Staff haznot provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permifted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
propery’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis,of what existing Iegal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
ner accurate. Since its cerfification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
cextified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure efc.). Az such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25¢h public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notiee
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused fo grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the Gity Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commiszion's recommendaftion is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Frezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY Or

SANJOSE

CAFTAL OF SILECCH VALLEY

CITY OF SAN JOSE

Fianning, Bullding and {ode Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Sirept

San José, GA96113-1205

tel {400} 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Wehslte: www.sanjoseca.goviplenning

b AR

FILE NUMBER

COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE —
PLAN

BY.
REZONING FILENUMBER

K
ADDRESS OF PROPEATY BEING :
PROTESTED 1930~ 1433 Lois Way Gamphell (A 45060
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) ' i
44 ~04~02f -0
REASON OF PROTEST

| protest Ihe proposad rezoning because See Attachment A

Usesoparale sheel if nesessary

Tha propetty inwhick | cwn an undlvided interest of al least 51%, and on behalf of which this profest is being filed,
is silualed at: (describe propery by address and Assaessors Parcal Numbsar)

A4 -0 - 028006 _
14310~ (43¢ Ly L&Jau] Camnp b A 458084

and is now zoned R1-8 ___ Disiriet. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided inleresl which | own in the properly described In lhe slatement above (s a:
E/ Faalnierest {ownershlp)

[[] Leasaold interest which explres on

1 oOther: fexptain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESIK AT {408) 535-1555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Foning Peowsal pmEAAppSoion Rev. Bi2/2008




Page 2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This farm must be signed by ONE or more owners ol an undivided Interasl of ai least 51% in iba lot or parcel for
which such prolest I liled, such inleres! being not merely an sasement. A tenant under a lsase which has a
temaining {arm of ten years or longer shall be desmad an “owner* for purposes of thls protest. Whar the owner of
an aligible protes! sits is a lagal entitly other lhan & persen ar parsons, {he protesi pelition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer{s) of such legal enlily. When such [sgal entity is a homaowner's assoclation, the protes|
patition shall be slgned by the duly authorized officer(s) of such assoclallon, or, in feu thereof, by 51% ollhe
members allhe assoclallon.

T Blewadre Kellpwa

etepriones 429 $74 3OV¢

C‘A .STAEEB\U -ﬂf‘ZIPCDDE

ADDHESS 1931 (o7¢ frsdeq }'4%53211

SIGNATURE {Notarjzgt)

G fra/sa

'??L?PT{%NE#‘“/E' A 97Y8

F'FIINTNFLME_,BI u Kﬂl l |

ADCRESS CiTyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHNATURE [(Motarized DATE
[ ) Gf/z-;,-( 1

PRINT MNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE [(Motarized) DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME

TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS cyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Moterlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCOLE
SIGMATURE (Nolarized) PATE

Uze separate sheal if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATICN APPQINTMENT.

Fonding PintasL pmbBS A 0T-aln Fen 2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
G J ,ﬁ ] s,
COUNTY OF Q%«v)@ﬁ AR )
O 18 7L i i77 d/&lmw Natary Public, personally appeared

wr"' ) A f3e 7] £ who proved bo me on the basls of
s'al:lst'acrmjr Emdenue-lo ber e pasrsanis) whnse name{s} isfl 1 e subscribred to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their autherized capacity(ies), and
thak by hisfherfthelr stgnature(g) on the instrument the personfs), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persanis} acted, executed the instriument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the State of Califormia that the foregaing
pacagraph {5 trize and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal, | Commislon @ 1733978 l

i Hokiey Public - Calternia i
J SW Q konta Ctara Counly
L"_“ lzh"llm-ﬁm 2071 !
Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNTA )
} s
COUNTY QT )
On before me,  Motary Patdic, personally appeared

» who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the pereonds) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they execated the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the ingtrument the person(s), or the entiby upon behalf of which the
person(E) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify nnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is beue and corrvect.

WITHESS my hand and officlal seal.

{Sealj

Motary Public

200943703
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST ATPPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File Ne. C10-010) {“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezening of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Famijly Residence Zening District upon annexation to the
City of Ban Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

L Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protegt, The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of 3an Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 102 gross acres, congisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses nvy property and borders both the City of Campheil and the
City of San Jose,

2, Prezoning Direetly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
(Jwmners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly coniradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Camphbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
ity of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-nrinexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappeinting response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
tmequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s Jetter to the Mayor of San
Joze dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Whll Recult in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property, My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meefing the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
trban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insafficient. Staff hasnot provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing Connty
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of flocr area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Viplates CEQA, Environmental review of fhe
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Envirenmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Sinee ifs certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.}). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162. '

b. lic Hearing Natice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Plarning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 praperty owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recornmended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval, As such, the Planning
Commisston's recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




